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REMARKS 

Oaim Objections 

The Office has objected to claims 1-8, 1 1-19, and 21-23, at paragraphs 2-3 of the Office 
Action, because of informalities. Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 11 to 
overcome the objections to informalities. 

The OfEce has objected to claims 1, 7 and 1 1, at paragraph 4 of the Office Action, 
because of informalities. Applicants have amended claims 1 , 7 and 11 to overcome the 
objections to informalities. 

In light of the amendments to the claims as indicated above, Applicants respectfully 
request withdrawal of the obj ections. 

Claims 1-8, 1 1-19, and 21-23 are Allowable 

The Office has rejected claims 1-8, 1 1-19, and 21-23, at paragraphs 5-6 of the Office 
Action, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being unpatentable over U.S. PaL App. Pub. No. 
2003/0069903 ("Gupta") in view of U.S. Pat. App. Pub. No. 2003/0023551 ("Brown"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections. 

None of the cited references, including Gupta and Brown, disclose or suggest the specific 
combination of claim 1 . For example, Gupta does not disclose providing an SMS simulator, as 
recited in claim 1 . In contrast to claim 1, Gupta discloses that a database on a source server is 
available to users while being backed up and copied to a target See Gupta, paragraph 0035. The 
database of Gupta is not an SMS simulator that includes logic to respond to a provisioning 
request. Further, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 1. Instead, Brown discloses a 
method of providing content over the Internet to a third party and a content provider system that 
provides a key to a purchaser in order to access the content. See Brown, Abstract, and paragraph 
0038. 
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Further, Gupta does not disclose directing each of a plurality of provisioning requests to 
the SMS simulator instead of. to a first SMS, as recited in claim 1 . In contrast to claim 1, Gupta 
discloses that during a synchronization stage, transaction service continues at the source server. 
See Gupta, paragraph 0034. Further, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 1 . 

Additionally, the Office Action admits that Gupta does not disclose, for each of a 
plurality of provisioning requests, assigning a provisioning component identifier associated with 
the provisioning request, as recited in claim 1 . See Office Action, pages 4-5. Brown does not 
disclose this element of claim 1. Instead, Brown discloses that, after a user accepts payment 
terms of a content provider to purchase desired content for delivery via the Internet, the user and 1 
the content provider establish an identifier to permit a selected third party to access the requested 
content See Brown, paragraph 0037. Brown does not disclose assigning, via an SMS simulator, 
a provisioning component identifier. 

Further, the Office Action admits that Gupta does not disclose, for each provisioning 
request, storing a command associated with the provisioning request and its associated 
provisioning component identifier in a first transaction file, as recited in claim 1 . See Office 
Action, pages 4-5. Brown does not disclose this element of claim 1. Instead, Brown discloses 
that a key generator generates and stores a key when a purchase is made, and that the key may be 
a password, or may be used to decrypt content in order to access the content. See Brown, 
paragraph 0042. Brown does not disclose storing, via an SMS simulator, a command associated 
with a provisioning request, or storing an associated provisioning component identifier. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose, for each provisioning request, sending, via the SMS 
simulator, a provisioning response based on the provisioning request, as recited in claim 1. 
Instead, Gupta discloses that logged transactions are executed by the source server during the 
establishment of a copy of the active source server database. See Gupta, paragraph 0036. 
Additionally, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 1. In contrast to claim 1, Brown 
does not disclose an SMS simulator. 
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Thus, Gupta and Brown, separately or in combination, do not disclose each and every 
element of claim 1. Therefore, claim 1 is allowable. 

Claims 2-8 and 21-22 depend from claim 1, which Applicants have shown to be 
allowable. Hence, Gupta and Brown fail to disclose at least one element of each of claims 2-8 
and 21-22. Accordingly, claims 2-8 and 21-22 are also allowable, at least by virtue of their 
dependence from claim 1 . 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features that are not disclosed by the cited 
references. For example, Gupta does not disclose replacing SMS-simuiator-generated 
provisioning information in a database with provisioning information for die second SMS, as 
recited in claim 3. In contrast to claim 3, Gupta does not disclose SMS-simuiator-generated 
provisioning irrformation. Rather, Gupta discloses that transactions logged on a source server are 
transmitted to a target server by an updating module. See Gupta, paragraph 0036. Further, 
Brown does not disclose this element of claim 3. For this additional reason, claim 3 is allowable. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose replacing the SMS-simulator-generated component 
identifiers in the database with corresponding provisioning component identifiers of the second 
SMS, as recited in claim 4. The Office Action admits that Gupta does not disclose SMS- 
simulator-generated component identifiers. See Office Action, page 4-5. Further, Gupta does 
not disclose replacing SMS-simulator-generated component identifiers. Rather, Gupta discloses 
that transactions logged on a source server are transmitted to a target server by an updating 
module. See Gupta, paragraph 0036. Brown does not disclose SMS-simulator-generated 
component identifiers. Instead, Brown discloses an identifier generated by a key generator of a 
content provider system. See Brown, paragraph 0042. For this additional reason, claim 4 is 
allowable. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose identifying a provisioning request as unsuccessful when 
the response received from the second SMS to the corresponding provisioning request does not 
match the response sent by the SMS simulator, as recited in claim 21. In contrast to claim 21, 
Gupta does not disclose responses sent by an SMS simulator. Instead, Gupta discloses that 
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transactions are received and executed by the source server. See Gupta, paragraph 0036. 
Further, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 21 . For this additional reason, claim 21 is 
allowable. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose generating an error log of unsuccessful provisioning 
requests, as recited in claim 22. Instead, Gupta discloses logging transactions received and 
executed by a source server during the establishment of a copy of the active database. Further, 
Brown does not disclose this element of claim 22. Instead, Brown discloses that, if information 
such as a third party's address information is encoded in a key, the content provider can check to 
ensure that a request for content has come from the correct address. See Brown, paragraph 0042. 
For this additional reason, claim 22 is allowable. 

None of the references, including Gupta and Brown, disclose or suggest each of the 
elements of claim 1 1 . For example, Gupta does not disclose a network element to redirect each 
of a plurality of provisioning requests to an SMS simulator instead of to a first SMS, as recited in 
claim 1 1 . In contrast to claim 1 1 , Gupta discloses that during a synchronization stage, 
transaction service continues at the source server . See Gupta, paragraph 0034. Further, Brown 
does not disclose this element of claim 1 . 

Further, Gupta does not disclose an SMS simulator, as recited in claim 1 1. In contrast to 
claim 1, Gupta discloses that a database on the source server is available to users while being 
backed up and copied to the target See Gupta, paragraph 0035. The database of Gupta is not an 
SMS simulator that includes logic to respond to a provisioning request. Further, Brown does not 
disclose this element of claim 11. Instead, Brown discloses a method of providing content over 
the Internet to a third party and a content provider system that provides a key to a purchaser in 
order to access the content See Brown, Abstract, and paragraph 0038. 

Further, the Office Action admits that Gupta does not disclose that the SMS simulator is 
to assign a corresponding provisioning component identifier associated with each provisioning 
request, as recited in claim 11. See Office Action, page 4. Additionally, Brown does not 
disclose this element of claim 1 1 . In contrast to claim 1 1, Brown discloses that after a user 
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accepts payment terms of a content provider to purchase desired content for delivery via the 
Internet, the user and the content provider establish an identifier to permit a selected third party 
to access the requested content. See Brown, paragraph 0037. Brown does not disclose an SMS 
simulator. 

Further, the Office Action admits that Gupta does not disclose that the SMS simulator is 
to store a command associated with each provisioning request and its associated provisioning 
component identifier in a first transaction file, as recited in claim 11. See Office Action, page 5. 
Additionally, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 1 1 . Instead, Brown discloses that a 
key generator generates and stores a key when a purchase is made, and that the key may be a 
password, or may be used to decrypt content in order to access the content. See Brown, 
paragraph 0042. Brown does not disclose an SMS simulator. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose sending, via an SMS simulator, a provisioning response 
based on the request, as recited in claim 1 1 . Instead, Gupta discloses that logged transactions are 
executed by the source server during the establishment of a copy of the active source server 
database. See Gupta, paragraph 0036. Additionally, Brown does not disclose this element of 
claim 1. In contrast to claim 11, Brown does not disclose an SMS simulator. 

Thus, Gupta and Brown, separately or in combination, do not disclose each and every 
element of claim 11. Therefore, claim 1 1 is allowable. 

Claims 12-19 and 23 depend from claim 11, which Applicants have shown to be 
allowable. Hence, Gupta and Brown fail to disclose at least one element of each of claims 12 - 
19 and 23. Accordingly, claims 12-19 and 23 are also allowable, at least by virtue of their 
dependence from claim 11. 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features that are not disclosed by the cited 
references. For example, Gupta does not disclose a second utility to replace SMS-simulator- 
generated provisioning information in a database with provisioning information for the second 
SMS, as recited in claim 13. In contrast to claim 13, Gupta discloses that transactions logged on 
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a source server are transmitted to a target server by an updating module. See Gupta, paragraph 
0036. Further, Brown does not disclose this element of claim 13. For this additional reason, 
claim 13 is allowable. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose a second utility that is to replace the SMS-simulatnr- 
.generated component identifiers in the database with corresponding provisioning component 
identifiers of the second SMS, as recited in claim 14. Gupta does not disclose a utility to replace 
SMS-simulator generated component identifiers in a database. Further, Brown does not disclose 
SMS-simulator-generated component identifiers. Rather, Brown discloses an identifier 
generated by a key generator of a co ntent provider system. See Brown, paragraph 0042. For this 
additional reason, claim 14 is allowable. 

Further, Gupta does not disclose a first utility that identifies a particular provisioning 
request as unsuccessful when the response received from the second SMS to the provisioning 
request does not match the corresponding provisioning response sent by the SMS simulator, as 
recited in claim 23. In contrast to claim 23, Gupta does not disclose provisioning responses sent 
by an SMS simulator. Instead, Gupta discloses that transactions are received and executed by 
the source server. See Gupta, paragraph 0036, Further, Brown does not disclose this element of 
claim 23. For this additional reason, claim 23 is allowable. 

Claim 24 is Allowable 

New claim 24 depends from claim 1, which Applicants have shown to be allowable. 
Therefore, claim 24 is also allowable, at least by virtue of its dependence from claim 1 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants have pointed out specific features of the claims not disclosed, suggested, or 
rendered obvious by the references applied in the Office Action. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of each of the objections and rejections, as 
well as an indication of the allowability of each of the pending claims. 
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Any changes to the claims in this amendment, which have not been specifically noted to 
overcome a rejection based upon the prior art, should be considered to have been made for a 
purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should be deemed to attach thereto. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed below 
if such a call would in any way facilitate allowance of this application. 

The Co mm i s sioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, which may be required, or 
credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469, 



Respectfully submitted, 

e Jeffreys. Toler, Reg. No. 38,342 

Attorney for Applicants 
TOLER SCHAFFER, L.L.P. 
8500 Bluffstone Cove, Suite A20 1 
Austin, Texas 78759 
(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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